© Oxford University Press 2000 (Aboitiz et al., 1992; Witelson and Kigar, 1992) . This is not the case. Previous data relate to the length of the planum temporale, while we report a difference in the volume of the cortex of this important language-processing structure in the order of a proportional 30% size difference between men and women. Such a morphometric difference needs to be replicated especially across age groups and cultures (as our subjects were post-mortem specimens from ages of~60 years and over). However, to date, our findings have not been contradicted by other data and do suggest a clear neurobiological difference in the morphometry of the language areas.
It would be a pity if the work of Frost et al. on a semantic monitoring task led to a general conclusion that there is no functional or morphometric evidence for a neurobiological basis for sex differences in language.
We thank Dr Harasty for her interest in our paper and for pointing out some of its limitations. The question of whether large-scale functional or morphometric differences exist between the brains of women and men is complex and as yet not fully resolved. It is concerning such questions particularly that history teaches us to proceed with considerable scepticism (Gould, 1996) .
There is little doubt that women, as a group, perform better than men as a group on tasks emphasizing verbal fluency. To conclude from this that women are better at language than men would be a gross over-generalization: most language tasks do not show reliable sex differences, and men, as a group, even excel slightly at some of these. As Dr Harasty makes clear, there is no a priori reason to expect sex differences in brain activation during tasks on which men and women perform equivalently. The fMRI results of Pugh et al., which show sex differences in lateralization of brain activity across a variety of phonological and semantic tasks even in the absence of performance differences (Pugh et al., 1996) , are thus somewhat unanticipated and foster a general conclusion that the language systems of men and women show radical organizational differences independent of behavioural abilities. The purpose of reporting our data was to provide evidence against this more sweeping conclusion. In short, we believe it is significant that there is at least one language task for which brain activation patterns are very similar in women and men.
We thus agree that observation of sex differences during functional imaging should depend on the type of task employed, but evidence that this is the case has not been impressive. Whereas Pugh et al. found brain activation differences across all tasks, including semantic tasks on which men and women perform equivalently, Buckner et al. found no such differences using verbal fluency tasks on which men and women perform differently (Buckner et al., 1995) , and Price et al. found none on tasks very similar to those used by Pugh et al. (Price et al., 1996) . Because both of these studies (which gave negative results) employed tasks that involved reading, and because Pugh et al. controlled for visuospatial and grapheme processing, the discrepancies cannot be explained by 'involvement of grapheme-like visuospatial aspects that change the task . . . by adding in aspects of reading. ' We concur with Dr Harasty that our findings should not be taken as support for a general conclusion that there are no functional or morphometric sex differences of any kind in the language-processing system. Our intention was rather to show that the data pertaining to this issue are far from consistent, and that more systematic, carefully controlled studies are needed with larger numbers of subjects. Our discussion of the literature on planum temporale morphometry was intended as a brief overview, and we apologize for omitting potentially important methodological differences between the studies by Harasty et al., Aboitiz et al. and Witelson and Kigar (Aboitiz et al., 1992; Witelson and Kigar, 1992; Harasty et al., 1997) . As Dr Harasty points out, her study is the only one to use volumetric measurement of autopsy tissue, and the findings have not been contradicted. It should be noted, however, that these findings (i.e. bilaterally larger plana temporale in 11 women than in 10 men when normalized for overall brain size, P ϭ 0.04) do not support the hypothesis of stronger language lateralization in men than women: in both groups, the plana were symmetrical in size. The findings of Harasty et al. and Pugh et al. are thus consistent in that both show sex differences related to language organization, but the differences observed are themselves inconsistent.
It seems likely that there is a publication bias against studies that demonstrate a null hypothesis (Dickersin and Min, 1993) , so it is possible that many studies showing an absence of sex effects in language processing may never have been published. It would be a pity to discount those that have been published and that were conducted carefully with adequate statistical power, particularly in a field of inquiry so sorely in need of empirical data.
